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December 17, 1993

Commissioner Ervin S. Duggan
Room 832
1919 M street, NW
Washington, DC 20554

Dear Commissioner Ervin S. Duggan:
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Triangle Communications, Inc. feels that the rule making for
"Regulatory Parity" would be an increased burden on our company.

We and other dispatch communication providers are mostly small
companies of fifty or less employees. We do not look at all like
a cellular provider or an ESMR filling for a large footprint area
to offer cellular-like service. Our company does not reuse
frequencies as cellular and ESMR does.

Basic private dispatch systems are provided by us and we feel the
cellular people should not be allowed to provide the same dispatch
services that we offer.

Thank you for your consideration in this matter.

Robert M. Landis
President

cc: Commissioner James H. Quello
Commissioner Andrew C. Barrett
Senator Robert,Walker
Majorie Margolies-Mezvinsky (D-PA)
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Commissioner Ervin S. Duggan
Federal Communications Commission. Room 832
1919 M Street, NW
Washington, DC 20554

Re: FCC Regulatory parity Cellular vs. SMR
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Dear Commissioner Duggan,

We are a company which sells, rents and services dispatch two-way
radio communication equipment. We have been in this business over
14 years.

We are concerned about the
"RegUlatory parity" among
serve over 300 business and
repeater rental service for
each customer.

possible consideration to provide
mobile communications providers. We

industrial customers with UHF and SMR
the dispatch radio equipment sold to

E. F. Johnson and Industrial Telecommunications Association (ITA)
have submitted Comments to the FCC. They pointed out that not all
for-profit mobile services are the same. They suggested that
cellular licensees, and enhanced SMR licensees (ESMRs) who will
employ frequency reuse, should be regulated as so called
"commercial mobile service providers". Other SMRs, who do not use
frequency reuse, should continue to be regulated as private
systems. They also argued that cellular licensees, should not be
permitted to operate dispatch systems using their cellular or
ESMR channels.

I presently serve on the "Council of Independent Communications
Suppliers" of Industrial Telecommunications Association (ITA) and
have participated in their comments.

I am involved in two private SMR business of Allstate Mobile
Communications Corp. as well as Metro Electronics of Western New
York.

If you need any additional information or data to
called "regulatory parity" between such unequaled
available to response to your request.

halt this
services, I

so
am

Duncan C.
President

II
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Commissioner Ervin S. Duggan
Room 832
1919 M Street, NW
Washington, DC 20554

Dear Commissioner Duggan:

OOCKETFILE CopyORIGINAL

December 2, 1993

This letter is in reference to the recent, FCC initiated
rule making hearings concerning regulatory parity. The FCC rule
making is designed to implement a Congressional mandate to impose
"regulatory parity" among mobile communications providers. One
possible interpretation of "regulatory parity" would treat all
for-profit communications service providers the same.

The fact is, not all for-profit communications providers are
the same. Enhanced SMR (ESMR) and Cellular licensees employ
frequency reuse and should be regulated as so called "commercial
mobile service providers", while other SMRs, who do not use
frequency reuse, should continue to be regulated as private sys
tems. Smaller SMR's provide different services than cellular,
and they serve a relatively small portion of the general public.

I believe that simply using interconnected service as a
guideline for regulating for-profit communications service pro
viders is inadequate. It places an unnecessary burden on small
businesses that provide communications services to a relatively
small portion of the public, and in fact quite different services
than cellular. The Cellular industry is undoubtedly, and perhaps
understandably, attempting to protect itself from new technologys
such as ESMR and PCS. However, smaller SMR operators, who pro
vide a much different service, despite being interconnected, are
caught somewhere in the middle.

I hope you will give this very important issue the attention
it deserves. The issue of regulatory parity is likely to have a
large impact on small communications providers throughout the
United States.

Sincerely,

)/Ii,I£~
Mark E. Lindquist .
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Commissioner Ervin S. Duggan
Room 832
1919 M Street, ~W

Washington, DC. 20554

Dear COfflTlIissioner Ervin S. Duggan
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I am writing this letter in protest of rule making that
wOl1ld regulate SMR and PCP carriers in the same manner
that Cellular and ESMRS are reguldted.

I feel this places a burden on small carriers as myself.
Without the same advantages that ttle larger companys that
utilize frequency reusage.

My business IS a sale proprietorshlp, not a meg buck
utility company.

Thank you for your consideration.

Owner
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Commis..c;ioner Ervin S. Dt.-ggan
Room 832
1919 M Street, NW
Washington, DC 20554

Dear Ervin S. Duggan;

Recently, the FCC initiated rule making proceedings which could result in increasing the
regulatory burden on my company and establish cellular carriers as direct competition. The
FCC rule making is designed to implement a Congressional mandate to impose "regulatory
parity" among mobile communication providers. This means that my small business would be
regulated the same way as a cellular licensee!

Not all for-proftt mobile services are the same. We believe that cellular licensees, and
enhanced SMR licensees (ESMR) who employ frequency reuse and denomination of radio
spectrum should be regulated as so called "commercial mobile service providers", while other
SMR operators, who do not use frequency reuse and operate small systems should continue to
be regulated as private systems. We further argue that cellular and ESMR, who will be
regulated like cellular licensees, should not be permitted to operate dispatch systems using their
cellular or ESMR channels.

Our firm is a small business operating SMR channels to business users in Kern County,
California for primarily dispatch and limited interconnected services. We employ less than
twenty people. Applied does not have resources to fight for our rights in Washington. I am
asking you to protect us the mom and pops, and the other little guys.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Sincerely,

George S. Gillam
President
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TIIUMB RADIO
1020 N. Van Dyke Bad Axe, HI 48413

Phone (517) 269-6420
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Commissioner Ervin S. Duggan
Room 832
1919 M Street, NW
Washington, DC 20554

Dear Commissioner Duggan,

12-15-93

The congressional mandate to impose "regulatory parity"
which would treat all for-profit communications service providers
the same would cause undue hardship on small SMR's.

All for-profit communications services are not the same.
SMR's such as our company, who provide other small businesses
with dispatch radio service in limited area coverage from a
single site which is licensed on a single frequency. will not be
able to compete with larger cellular companies and ESMR's who use
frequency reuse. Allowing the use of their frequencies for
dispatch would force small communications providers out of the
market place and eliminate competition. The end result would be
an additional burden on the small businesses and agencies we
serve in the form of higher prices.

I respectfully suggest that ESMRs that employ frequency
reuse (multiple site use of the same frequencies) be regulated
the same as cellular, for indeed the systems are similar,
and regulating single-frequency/single-site dispatch providers
the same as private systems has they have been in the past.

I further suggest that these companies who use frequency
reuse should not be permitted to operate dispatch systems
using their cellular or ESMR channels.

;pt;;u~
Otis G. Robinson ~
Thumb Radio '
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1919 M Street~ NW
Washington, Den 20554

December 21, 1993
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Recently, the FCC initiated rule making proceedings

which could result in increasing the regulatory burden on our
company and establishing cellular carriers as our direct
competition. The FCC rule making is designed to implement a
Congres~~ion.::\]. m.anda tE! to .i.mpLJ!:~e "n,?qu 1 ,~t()r·'/ par··.i ty II amon~~

mobile communications providers. A possible interpretation of
"r"egulator"y palr.i.t.'y'" ~'Jould tl'''f:.,,,,!t 2:ill +c::.f···.... pr··ofit communic2\t.ions.
service prOViders the same. This means that the five channel,
local use SMR licensee, such as our company~ would be
regulated in the same way as a cellular licensee providing
coverage t.o a multi-state areal

The E.F. Johnson Company~ a radio equipment manufacturer
and our supplier~ has already submitted comments to the FCC
protecting our interest. They pointed out that not all
for-profit mobile services are the same. They suggested that
cellular licensees~ and enhanced SMR licensees (ESMRS) who
will employ frequency reuse, should be regulated as so called
II comm("~rci"i I mobi.l e ~5er'''v' iCf.? pr"O\i :i.c:ier··~:.' ,1 ~... h~L ll!::~ other'!:; SMF:s, who
do not use frequency reuse, such as our company. should
continue to be regulated as private systems. We also feel
that cellular licensees, and ESMRs, who wlil be regulated
like cellular licensees, should not be permitted to operate
dispatctl systenlS ~_lsj.rlg ttleir cel1!..~lar·· (Jr' ESMR charlflelsn •I urge you to protect small business, such as ours, by
preventing the proposed regulat.ion of small SMR systems which
would force us to compete directly wlth much larger multi
million dollar networks that the croposed regulations should
<'::Ipply to.

Our company has supplied wireless equipment and services
to a larg p ].y rural area of Northwestern Ohio for the past 30
years. I trust this makes our position clear on this very
important matter.

2·Wey Aedlo
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